
TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

CITY OF HAYWARD AGENDA DATE 09/07/99 

AGENDA REPORT AGENDA ITEM 5 

WORK SESSION ITEM 

Mayor and City Council 

Director of Community and Economic Development 

Appeal of Planning Commission’s Approval of Tentative Parcel Map 7460 - 
Sukhdev Kapur and Rana Ahmed (Subdividers/Owners), Andrew and Michele Van 
Laningham, Et. Al. (Appellants) - Request to Subdivide a .84+ Acre Parcel into 
Three Single-Family Parcels. The Property is Located on the Southwest Corner 
of University Court and Campus Drive in an RS (Single-Family Residential) 
District 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That the City Council deny the appeal and uphold the Planning Commission’s approval action. 

DISCUSSION: 

The applicants are requesting to subdivide a 36,590-square-foot parcel into three lots ranging in 
size from 10,270& to 14,650& square feet. The proposed lots meet all zoning requirements, are 
large enough to provide building sites that avoid significant grading, and are large enough to 
allow for preservation of mature trees, and provide for adequate off-street parking. 
On July 15, 1999, the Planning Commission found the project to be consistent with the General 
Plan and the Hayward Highlands Neighborhood Plan, and determined that the existing 
infrastructure (streets and utilities) is adequate to serve the project. The Hayward Highlands 
Neighborhood Plan addresses land use issues and, in conjunction with the adoption of the Plan, 
some areas were rezoned from RS (Single-Family Residential) to RSBlO to require larger 
development sites. However, the RS zoning in subject area around Campus and University 
Court was not changed. Nonetheless, the proposed lots all exceed 10,000 square feet. 
On July 26, 1999, the Commission’s decision was appealed in a petition signed by residents of 
ten properties on University Court and others on Brandywine Place and Thistle Court (see 
attached Exhibit C). The issues raised in the petition were also raised at the Commission hearing 
by four residents who spoke against the project. The appellants contend that University Court 
cannot accommodate additional traffic; that the project would result in more vehicles parking 
along University Court, which they state is already crowded; that traffic generated by the 
project would impact the safety of pedestrians, animals, equestrians, and cyclists; and that 
traffic generated by the project would add to traffic congestion on Highland Boulevard. At 
least one signatory of the petition (in addition to others at the Commission hearing) incorrectly 
construed the approval of this parcel map to require the widening of University Court. 



The City Transportation and Development Manager indicates the increase in traffic due to the 
proposed three lots will not cause a significant change in existing traffic conditions on 
University Court and neighboring streets. 

The State Map Act sets forth the grounds for denial of a tentative map, These include findings 
that: 

6) The proposed map is not consistent with the General Plan; 
(b) That the site is not physically suitable for the type and density of development; 
Cc) That the design of the subdivision is likely to cause substantial environmental 

damage or substantially and avoidably injure wildlife or their habitat; and 
63 That the design of the subdivision is likely to cause serious public health 

problems. 

Although the Planning Commission recognized that some University Court residents objected 
to the subdivision, Commissioners indicated that they were unable to make findings for denial 
of the project. Accordingly, staff recommends that the City Council uphold the Planning 
Commission’s decision to approve the parcel map and find that the project (which is an in-fill 
development that is less than 5 acres) is categorically exempt from CEQA. 

Prepared by: 

fld+- k Qm44$ 
Bashir Anastas, P.E. 
Development Review Engineer 

Recommended by: 

u Director of Community and Economic Development 

Approve by: 
A 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A Area Map 
Exhibit B Planning Commission Meeting Minutes and Staff Report, dated 

July 15, 1999, 
Exhibit C Appeal Petition, dated July 26, 1999 

Tentative Parcel Map 7460 
Draft Resolution 

8.17.99 
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Exhibit B 
ning District - Commercial Subdistrict. 

standards, Central 

tion 98-140-04 - Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and- 
including, but not limited to Industrial District building design 

use limitations, Airport Terminal-Commercial District 
ns, livestock and Animal Regulations, streamlining the 

3. Site Plan Review/Variance (SPRNAR) 9 The Olson Company and the City 
Redevelopment Agency (Applicants); B.A.R.T. Redevelopment Agency 
(Owners): Request site plan approval and variances t 
and landscape setback requirements to construct 77 es on a 3.5-acre 
site contiguous to the Hayward Civic Center Plaza. The p 
City Residential Zoning District, The property is located at 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. Tentative Parcel Map 7460 - Sukhdev Kapur and Rana Ahmed (Applicant/Owner) - 
Request to subdivide a .8L acre parcel into three single-family parcels ranging in size from 
10,270-& to 14,650+ square-feet. l3e property is located on the southeast comer of 
University Court and-campus Drive in an RS (Single-Family Residential) District. 

Development Review Specialist Koonze made the staff presentation and indicated that three 
additional homes would be constructed with parking on the site and on the driveway. Each 
home will conform to the wildlife guidelines and a fire hydrant will be added to the street. The 
City is also requiring a 15-foot easement along Campus Drive. In response to questions from 
Commissioners, Development Services Specialist Koonze explained that there were no house 
designs submitted as of yet. The applicant will also be responsible for retaining a soils 
engineer to produce a soils report prior to building to determine whether the area can be 
stabilized. 

Public Hearing Opened at 7:49 p.m. 

At this point Chairperson Fish reminded the applicant that he would need 4 votes of the 
Commission and there were only 5 members present. The applicant indicated that he wanted 
to proceed. 

Adnan Al Adeeb, AMA Engineering Inc., 1415 Oakland Blvd. #201, Walnut Creek, 94596, 
the engineer for the project, explained the slope and how it would be dealt with. He added that 
the housing plans had been submitted and were up for review. 

Ron Pappalardo, a University Court resident, said he was speaking on behalf of the 27 
neighbors who signed a petition opposing the subdivision. He cited safety of children and 
equestrians, traffic impacts and parking as negative reasons to approve the subdivision. He 



MINUTES REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY OF 
HAYWARD, Council Chambers, Thursday, 
July 15, 1999, 
7:30 p.m. 777 “B” Street, Hayward, CA 
94541 

added that access by emergency vehicles would be questionable and said it would impact the 
quality of life in the area. 

Andrew Van Laningham, 25425 University Court, asked about the slope of the lot and the 
driveway. He indicated that safety was a major concern. 

?ublic Hearing was closed at 8:04 p.m. 

Commissioner Bennett asked whether the project would continue if soil engineers decided it 
was an unbuildable lot. 

Development Review Specialist Koonze responded that it would hinder any future development 
on the site, but two soil reports have determined that it is a buildable site. 

Commissioner Bennett moved, Commissioner Caveglia seconded, to deny the map based on 
the finding that existing utilities are not adequate. She added that the neighborhood is being 
affected and not enjoying the same privilege that other areas in the City are. She then cited 
condition 3, installation of sidewalk, curb, gutter and tie-in paving. 

Assistant City Attorney Borger indicated that even if that condition were required for this site, 
it would not be required thro<ghout the whole neighborhood. 

Commissioner Caveglia said he was concerned because so many people in the neighborhood 
signed the petition. However, he could see no findings for denial. He said he was happy to 
hear there would be no neighborhood sidewalk assessment and that the lots are much bigger 
than usual. 

Commissioner Bennett said she misinterpreted the clarification and would withdraw the 
motion. 

Commissioner Halliday asked about off-street parking if the garage is not a 3-car structure. 

Development Review Specialist Koonze said there was no requirement for a 3-car garage. 
However, the development would still need to accommodate 5 spaces on the site. 

Commissioner Bennett said she could find no reason to deny the application and moved, 
seconded by Commissioner Bogue, to approve the parcel map. 

Commissioner Halliday said it was incumbent upon the members to follow the zoning 
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ordinance in this instance. It would be difficult to find for denial. 

The motion passed 50, with Commissioners Zermefio and Williams absent. 

Chairperson Fish reminded anyone who was aggrieved by the decision that they had ten days 
in which to appeal the decision to the City Council. 

-Month Review of Use Permit Application No. 98-160-19 and. Request to Modify 
Jung Lee for Hayward Music Studio (Applicant), Douglas B. 

for Mission Properties (Owners) - A review for compliance to the conditions of 
for a 3,600 -square-foot karaoke recording studio and adjoining bar (beer only) as 

‘al amusement facility. The property is located at 2199.5 Mission Boulevard in 

stn’ct - Commercial Subdistrict. 

ly presented the staff report and reminded commissioners that they 
were to review this ‘cation six-months after it was initially passed. She said the Police 
Department had revie application and said they had found no problems on the site and 
recommended modifymg curity provisions to eliminate one 

security guard, while maintaining 
continue to monitor the business for 
the security staffing if problems arise. 

-site from 7 p.m. until closing. The Police will 
r six-months and possibly recommend increasing 

Commissioner Bogue asked for further clar on regarding any revision to the conditions 
after another six months. 

Planning Manager Anderly explained that the applic 
there were no major problems. 

would be handled administratively if 

The Public Hearing Opened at 8:23 p.m. 

Elsie Roth, 22071 Montgomery, a neighbor to the business, said d no objections to the 
application or the business but asked that the chain across the parking be retained to control 
traffic. 

Public Hearing Closed at 8:24 p.m. 

Commissioner Bennett asked the Police Department representatives how they 
business. 

Deputy Chief Trimble said they spot check and analyze calls for service to the business. 
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CH’Y OF M’sniilARD 
AGENDA REPORT 

Planning Commission 
Mekting Date O7/15/99 
Agenda Item 1 

. 
, 

TO: l%mn.in~ Commission 

FROM: Tim Koonze, Development Review Specialist 
‘. 

SUBJECT: TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 7460 - Sukhclev Kapur and Rana Ahrned 
(APPLICANT/OWNER) - Request to subdivide a .8+acre parcel into three 
single-family parcels ranging in size from 10,270+, to 14,65ti square-feet 

The property is located on the southeast comer of University Court and Gznpu.s 
Drive in an RS (Single-Family Residetiial) District. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Planning Commission: 

1, Find that’the project is Categorically Exempt from CEQA; 

2. Approve Tentative Parcel Map 7460 based on the attached findings and conditions of 
approval. ‘. 

DISCUSSION: 

The site is a tear-drop shaped vacant property, located at the comer of. University Court and 
Campus Drive. The buildable “mesa-like” portion of the lot is elevated 15 feet above the street at 
the corner of Campus Drive and University Court. This elevation difference diminishes as 
Campus Drive proceeds up the hill. 

Approval of the parcel map would allow three homes to be constructed and sold separately where 
currently a m&mum of txvo would be allowed under a single ownership. The application does 
not include the construction of any homes as part of this proposal. The design of future homes is 
subject to site plan review. 

The site is surrounded by single-family homes with the exception of the Campus Ministry Center 
near the southern portion of the project. 
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Universi ty  Cou r t is a  d e a d - e n d  street th a t has  a  40 - fo o t-wide r ight-of -way b u t w idens  cons iderab ly  
across  th e  f rontage o f th e  subject  p rope r ty. T h e  street cu r ren tly serves 2 4  res iden tia l  p rope r ties  
a n d , accord ing  to  th e  T ranspor ta tio n  D e v e l o p m e n t M a n a g e r , can  a d e q u a te ly  serve  traffic from  th e  
p roposed  lots. B o th  street f rontages wil l  b e  improved  with cu rb , g u tte r  a n d  s idewalk  pr ior  to  th e  
connec tio n  o f u til it ies to  h o m e s .’ 

A ccess to  th e  parce ls  wi l l  b e  v ia  a  27 - fo o t% vide  c o m m o n  dr iveway from  Universi ty  Cou r t. T h e  
dr iveway wil l  b e  a long  th e  eas te rn  p rope r ty l ine u t i l izing re ta in ing  wal ls  w h e r e  necessary .  T h e  
dr iveway wil l  have  a n  18 - fo o t-wide p a v e d  travel  way , a  5 - fo o t-wide l andscape  str ip a l ong  th e  
eas te rn  p rope r ty l ine a n d  a  4 - fo o t-wide s idewalk  in  front o f th e  h o m e  sites. T h e  dr iveway a n d  
re ta in ing  wal l  des i ,gns con fo r m  to  City s tandards  a n d  th e  Hi l ls ide G u idel ines.  T h e  p roposed  
dr iveway is pa r tia l ly obs tructed by  a  guy  w i re  th a t p rov ides  suppo r t to  a  j o m t po le  located o n  
Universi ty  .Court  a t th e  no r th  eas t c o m e r  o f th e  p rope r ty. T h e  joint po le  m u s t e i ther  b e  re located 
o r  th e  suppo r t w i re  m o d i fie d . 

W a ter , sewer , a n d  storm  d r a m  m a ins wi th in th e  a b u ttin g  streets have  a d e q u a te  capac i ty  to  
serve  th e  project.  E a c h  h o m e  wil l  have  ind iv idua l  w a te r  m e ters  a n d  sani tary sewer  laterals.  
T h e  F i re  D e p a r tm e n t is requ i r ing  fu tu re  h o m e s  to  b e  e q u i p p e d  with a u to m a tic f ire spr ink ler  
system s. T o  p rdv ide  a d e q u a te  f ire p ro tec tio n , e i ther  a  n e w  fu e  hyd ran t m u s t b e  insta l led a long  
th e  p rope r ty f rontage o r  th e  exist ing f ire hyd ran t, - located o n  th e  o the r  s ide  o f Universi ty  
Cou r t, m u s tb e  re located to  th e  p rope r ty f rontage.  

The re  a re  n o  t rees wi th in th e  bu i ldab le  po r tio n  o f th e  site wh ich  has  a  s lope  o f 1 2  to . 1 3  pe rcen t. 
T rees  exist wi th in th e  s lopes  a b u ttin g  C a m p u s  Dr ive  a n d  Univers iv  Cou r t. P r ior  to  approva l  o f 
th e  parce l  m a p  a  t ree survey a n d  arbor is t  repor t kil l  b e  requ i red  in  o rde r  to  assure  p reserva tio n  o f 
these  trees, especia l ly  in  cases,  w h e r e  s lope  repa i r  is necessary .  N O  t rees a re  p roposed  to  b e  
r e m o v e d  as  a  result.of th is  parce l  m a p . 

In  1 9 8  1  a n d  1 9 8 9  th e  City rev iewed  two sepa ra te  p rehmina ry  soi ls repor ts fo r  th is  site in  
con junc tio n  wi th p rev ious  d e v e l o p m e n t p roposa ls  wh ich  d e te r m i n e d  th a t the -  site was  sui tab le fo r  
cons truct ion P rior  to  app rbva l  o f th e  parce l  m a p , a n  u p d a te d  soi l  repor t wi l l  b e  requ i red  a n d  its 
r e c o m m e n d a tions  incorpora te d  in  th e  d e v e l o p m e n t o f th e  p rope r ty, inc lud ing  any  necessary  s lope  
repair ,  p lan tin g  o f s lope  stabi l iz ing vege ta tio n  a n d  t ree p reserva tio n  m e a s u r e s . T h e  g rad ing  fo r  
fu tu re  h o m e s  wil l  b e  rev iewed  fo r  con fo r m a n c e  to  th e  Hi l ls ide G u idel ines.  

‘T h e  parce l  m a p  wil l  i nc lude  a  15 - fo o t-wide non-bu i ldab le  e a s e m e n t a l ong  th e  to p  o f th e  s lope  to  
so fte n  th e  v isua l  a p p e a r a n c e  o f d e v e l o p m e n t from  Car r rpus  Drive.  A lth o u g h  n o  bu i ld ings  o r  so l id  
fenc ing  can  b e  c o & m c te d  within th e  e a s e m e n t, a  deco ra tive o p e n  fence  m a y  b e  ins ta l led wi th in  
th e  e a s e m e n t, subject  to  approva l  o f th e  des ign  by  th e  P lann ing  Director.  
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hh’h~~e to the General Plan, AA Hayward Highlands Neighborhood Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance: _ :. 

The site is designated as Residential LOW Density (4.3 - 8.7 dwelling u&s’ per acre) on the 
General Plan Map, witbin a Single-Family Residential (R8) District. The project is consistent 
with these designations in that tluee lots are proposed at a density of 3.8 units per acre. 

The project is in’ &nformance with the Haywbrd HighIandr Neighborhood Plan,- Land Use, 
Policy 1, in that the proposed parcels are consistent in size, scale’ and appearance. With the 
surrounding neighborhood and encourages owner occupied holusing . It is consistent with 
Neighborhood Character, Policy 1, in that the new development will respect the existing semi- 
rural character by creating lots larger than 10,000 square-feet. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REWED 

The project is exempt from environmental review as defined by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15332 M?ll Developmeit Projects. A Notice of 
Exemption was prepared June 22, 1999. 

PUBiIC HEAPING NOTICE 

On May 18, 1999, a notice was mailed to all property owners within 300 feet of the subject 
property, abutting residents and all interested parties regarding a preliminary meeting. On 
June 3, 1999, the public meeting was held and two citizens attended. 

One attendee spoke favorably of the project but expressed concerns of adequate parking and ’ 
sufficient fue protection. The other citizen did not support the project stating that University 
Court cannot accommodate the traffic generated from the project nor provide adequate parking 
and that the subdivision would create a density that is inconsistent with the area. Another 
neighbor telephoned to express similar concerns. 

The Transportation Development Manager has determined that University Court’ can 
accommodate the two additional units and that adequate parking Can be provided by requiring 
three on-site parking spaces for each parcel and utilizing the four on-street parking spaces 
available along the University Court frontage. There is no parking allowed on Campus Drive. 

Given the relatively small size of the parcel, the Fire Department is not requiring a fire truck 
turnaround area. Adequate fiue protection will be achieved by providing automatic fire sprinkler 
systems within future homes and relocatin, 0 or installing a fire hydrant along the University Court 
frontage. 
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‘Staff finds that the proposed parcels are consistent in size with the -other parcels in the 
neighborhood and with the majority of the parcels directly across Campus Drive. There are a few 
larger parcels in the vicinity of the project but a majority of these are heavily vegetated and slope 
steeply downward toward Ward Creek. . .’ 

At the preliminary meeting neighbors expressed concern that not every resident on University 
Court was notified of the preliminary meeting because they were outside of the 300-foot 
mailing radius. In response to these concerns, noticing for the Planning Commission hearing 

‘was expanded to include all owners and occupants on University Court between Highland 
Boulevard and the subject property, in addition to the normal 300-foot radius mailing. The 
Planning Commission hearing notice was published-on June 29, 1999, in the “Daily Review.” 

: 
CONCLUSION 

The project is compatible with the surrounding residential land uses and is consistent with the 
General Ph Map designation and the requirements of the Single-Family Residential Density 
(RS) District. Approval of the tentative map will allow construction of three single-family homes 
which fulfills the City’s goals’to create ownershiP housing opportunities. . 

Prepared by: 

Recommended by: 

Dyana @derly, AICP 
Planning Manager 

, 

Attachments: 
A. Area and Zoning Map 
B. Findings for Approval - Tentative Parcel Map 7460 
C . Conditions of Approval - Tentative Parcel Map 7460 
Tentative Parcel Map 7460 
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FINDINGSFORAPPROVAL 
TENTA'IQVEPARCELMAP'7460 

A. The tentative parcel map is categorically exempt per California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Section 15332, In-Fill Development Projects. 

B. The tentative parcel map, as conditioned, substantially CO~~OKIX to the State Subdivision Map 
Act, the City’s Subdivision Regulations, the General Policies Plan, the Hillside Design 
Guidelines and the Hayward Hills Neighborhood Plan. 

C. The site is physically suitable for the proposed type of development. 

D. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause 
substantial environmental damage or substantially-and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 
habitat. 

E. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause serious 
health problems. 

F. Existing streets and utilities are adequate to serve the project. 

G. None of the findings set forth in Section 64474 of the Subdivision Map Act have been 
made, and the approval of the tentative parcel map is granted subject to the recommended 
conditions of approval. 

’ The 

I:\ 

w 
((4 
(4 

(f) 
(9) 

findings of Section 66474 set forth the grounds for denial of a tentative map which are as follows: 

That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and Specific Plans as specified in Section 65451. 
That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans. 
That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development. 
That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development 
That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental damage or 
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 
That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely to Cause Serious public health problems. 
That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements wfff Conflict with easements, acquired by the public at 
la:ge, for access through or use of, property with the proposed subdivision. 

AT’kACHMENT B 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 7460 ’ 

Prior to Recordation of the Parcel Map: . 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The parcel map shall indicate a 15:foot-wide non-buildable easement adjacent to the top of the 
slope that exists along the Campus Drive and University Court frontages. 

The parcel map shall dedicate a 6-foot-wide public utility easement abutting the Campus 
Drive and University ‘Court right-of-ways. 

The property owner shah enter into a subdivision agreement to instah concrete sidewalk, 
curb, gutter, and tie-in paving along the CZUII~US Drive and University Court property 
frontages. The agreement shah state that the improvements are to be installed prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any of the three parcels. 

A covenant shall be’ recorded concurrently with the map and shah include the following 
requirements: 

a. Each house shah be equipped with an automatic fire sprinkler per NFPA 13- 
D (modified) standards. Fire protection shall be installed within the garages, 
attics, under crawl spaces, foyers, and other areas where deemed necessary by 
the Fire Marshall. 

b. AlI structures shah meet the requirements of the City of Hayward 
Wildlife/Urban Interface Guidelines. 

c. Building coustruction shall meet the requirements indicated for Category I 
structures, which includes, Class A roofing materials, exterior non-combustible 
siding, enclosed eaves, etc. 

d. Three on-site parking spaces, located within the required setback area, shah be 
provided for each parcel. Two of these spaces shall be located within a garage. 

e. A vehicle turnaround shall be provided for each on-site parking space so cars 

can exit the project site without backing out onto University Court. The design 
and location of the garage and parking spaces is subject to approval at the time 
of site plan review. 

ATTACHMENT C 
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f. Decorative open fencing may be located at the top of,the slopes adjacent to 
Campus’ Drive and University Court, ,howeyer, solid fencing must be setback 
15 feet from the top of slope, outside the non-buildable easement as identified 
on Parcel Map 7460. The design and location’ of the fencing are subject to 
approval at the time of site plan review. 

g. Prior to connection of utilities of any buildipg constructed. on the parcels 
created bj Parcel Map 7460, access shall be provided to all three parckls via a 
27-foot-wide common access driyeway that provides an i8-footzwide paved 
travel way, a 5-foot-wide landscape strip along the ‘eastern property line, a 4- 
foot-wide sidewalk abutting the west side of the driveway and necessary 
retaining Walls. The retaining walk shall have a decorative design approved by 
the Planning Director. 

The access driveway. shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the 
approved map. The driveway grade shall not exceed 20 percent and shah be 
engineered to withstand a Gross Vehicle Weight of 50,000 lbs. There shall be 
tie parking,‘on the access driveway and *“No Parking” signs shall be posted ,2t 

locations approved by the Fire Marshall. 

h. A separate’ maintenance agreement shall be recorded with the sale of each 
parcel that establishes an agreement to maintain the driveway, sidewalk, 
retaining walls and parking signs described in Parcel Map 7460 Condition of 
Approval 4 (g). Each property shall equally share the maintenance cost of 
these improvements. 

5. A prelirnin&y soils report must be approved by the City Engineer. 

6. A tree survey and arbor% report must be submitted to assure preservation of the trees within 
the slope adjacent to Campus Drive and University Court. 

Prior to the Commencement of Grading or the Issuance of a Building Permit 

7. Houses and fences shah meet all City Design Guidelines and policies including three on-site 
parking spaces arid an adeqtiate vehicle turnaround area. 

8. If the soils report indicates the need for slope repair, a detailed plan shall be submitted for 
each parcel that includes slope repair work, the placement of slope stabilizing vegetation, and 
a tree preservation plan to preserve the trees that exist on the slope. 
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Prior to Conskuction of Combustible Materials 

9. A new fire hydrant shah be installed along the University CO& frontage or the exi&ing tie 
hydrant, located on the other- side of University COW shah be relocated. to the University 
Court property frontage. 

Prior to connection of Utilities 

10. Curb, gutter, si&valk, and tie-in paving shah be installed across the Campus Drive and 
Ur$versity Court property frontages per the subdivision agreement (see condition no. 3). 

11. The joint pole and guy wire support, located at the northeast comer of the property, shah be 
put underground, relocated or the guy wire Support modified SO zis to. not conflict with the 
proposed driveway. The design shall be approved by PG&E and the City Engineer. 



Exhibit C 

Appeal of decision to'approve Tentative Parcel Map 7460 
(new subdivision at University Court and Campus Drive, 

Hayward) 

submitted to Hayward City Clerk.on July 26, 1999 

prepared by: University Court Homeowner'.s Croup in _. 
opposition to Tentative Parcel 
Map 7460 

Contact: Andrew and Michele Van Laningham 
. 25425 University Court 

Hayward, California 94542 
510-733-6422 

Contents: 
(1) 3-page Appeal/Petition 
(2) signatures of 37 residents endorsing 'appeal 
(3). photographs of the roadway and parking conditions 



July 22, i999 

Clerk's Office 
City of Hayward 
Hayward, California 

RE: Appeal- of decision to approve Tentative Parcel Map 7460 
(new subdivision at University Court, Hayward) 

3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 -. 

City Clerk: 1 
?A z +fA~ I tpA%\w% w ? 

This is an appeal of the decision rendered by- ? '1 on 
July 15, approving a new subdivision in our neighborhood. This 
appeal represents the opinion of 35 residents, all of whom signed 
a petition opposing the subdivision, which was distributed during 
the councilmeeting of July 15. 

We appeal the decision to approve the subdivision for the following 
reasons: 

(1) University.Court cannot accomodate additional traffic 
In the report prepared by the Planning Division (page 004, 
paragraph l), it is stated that; "University Court is a dead- 
end street that has a 40-foot-wide right-of-way but widens 
oonsiderably across the frontage of the subject property." 
Ou; measurements indicate d.ifferent right-of-way dimensions: 
The length of the stree.t, from the intersection of University 
Court and Highland Boulevard, to the dead-end at Campus Drive, 
measures approximately 320 yards. The initial 170 ydrds of 
University Court (from the intersection at Highland Boulevard), 
has a rightTof-way measuring 41 feet, 9 inches. For most of 
the remaining 210 yards, toward the subject property, the road 
narrows to a width of 1.7 to 19 feet. The road widens adjacent 
to the subject propert?, at the dead-end. 

Traffic from three.additional homes at the end of the street, 
will be travelling the entire length of University Court. W ith 
an average of three vehicles per household, we anticipate 8 to 
12 trips per household, up and down the street, daily. Therefore, 
the road will have to accomodate from 24 to 36 trips daily, from 
the residents of three additional homes. This does not include 
traffic from visitors to new homeowners. 

3 . . . 

3 . 

Elll - 

(2) Parking 
The number of vehicles parked along the above referenced 320 
yard section of University Court, averages approximately 30 
vehicles during peak parking periods (evenings, weekends and 
holidays). During these periods, on average, there is a parked 
vehicle every 10.7 yards along the street. Allowing for 4 
additional parked vehicles, to accomodate the new subdivision, 
will increase the .parking density to one vehicle per 9.4 yards, 
during peak periods. 
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Due to the 17 to 19 foot right-of-way along 60% of the road, 
and the extremely narrow shoulder area, most parked vehicles 
extend onto the paved roadway. This situation further narrows 
the right-of-way to as little as 15 feet or less in some sections 
of the road. 

. . 
(3) Pedestrians, animals, equestrian and cyclists 

Increased traffic will significantly impact the safety of 
homeowners as well as all foot, equestrian and cyclist traffic. 
Pedestrian and equestrian traffic is increasing continually 
along University Court as more residents utilize the three 
greenbelt. trails located on Campus Drive at Oaks Drive. 
University Court is a safer, faster access to the greenbelt 
trails than upper Campus Drive. 

We estimate daily non-vehicular traffic as follows: . . : : !!a . . 45 pedestrians (including joggers) 
15 (dogs with pedestrians) 

5 horses (. 
10 cyclists 

The number of pedestrians daily, increases considerably during 
the school year at Highland School and Cal State University. 

(4) Traffic congestion at Highland School 
The traffic situation on Highland Boulevard, during the school 
year at Highland School, is a major concern to our neighborhood, 
especially when children are being dropped off'at school in the 
morning. Highland Boulevard's right-of-way measures approximately 
42 feet. When school buses are parked on one side of the 
street, and.parent's vehicles line the opposite side, the right- 
of-way is narrowed to less than 24 feet. This right-of-way 
is further narrowed and obstructed with the opening of vehicle 
doors into the roadway and parents crossing the street with 
children. During the,school season, we experience a traffic 
jam twice daily, during school days. 

It is hoped that the information provided in this appeal, will,more 
clearly document why, the addition of three new homes on the street 
will result in a traffic situation that will; 

>(a) significantly increase the risk topub~licsafety, --- -.- _.^___. (b) result ' ---- 
._--- - . . ..- . . in more?YXfVc~han the road can accomodate, 

(c) -contribute toward .----- greaZer tYZffYFcoE~e~Yon-~~~~- 
on Highland BoulevEd-X%Er"rigYhe school __.- y e a rTc-.--- 
Highland School . * 
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Lastly, we wish to clarify, that we oppose widening of University 
Court. A major factor in the country charm of the neighborhood, is 
the old, narrow, windy road. Naturally, we oppose having to 
dedicate our frontage property for sidewalks and/or widening the 
street, especially if this is to accomodate a new subdivision. 

Please help us to maintain the quality of life in our neighborhood 
by supporting us in the.opposition of Tentative Parcel Map 7460. 

.- 
Sincerely, 

. . 

University Court Homeowner's Group in opposition to Tentative 
Parcel Map 7460 



,.-.- -*-----_-_ _..- ,__i -- - 
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HAYWARD CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. 

Introduced by Council Member 

RESOLUTION DENYING THE APPEAL OF PLANNING 
COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF TENTATIVE PARCEL 
MAP 7460 

WHEREAS, there has been presented to the City Council of the City of 
Hayward tentative parcel map 7460 which concerns a request to subdivide a 36,59Of-square- 
foot parcel, located in an RSBlO (Single-Family Residential, minimum lot size 10,000 square 
feet) District; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found the project to be consistent with 
the General Plan and the Hayward Highlands Neighborhood Plan and approved the project on 
July 15, 1999; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission’s decision was appealed on July 26, 1999, in a 
petition by residents on University Court, Brandywine Place and Thistle Court, contending that 
the area could not accommodate additional traffic; and 

WHEREAS, the project is categorically exempt from environmental review 
under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed and considered all material 
presented and concurs in,the findings and determination made by the Planning Commission 
that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Hayward that the decision of the Planning Commission is upheld and the appeal of Tentative 
Parcel Map 7460 is denied. 

IN COUNCIL, HAYWARD, CALIFORNIA ) 1999 

ADOPTED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: 

NOES: 



ABSENT: 

ATTEST: 
City Clerk of the City of Hayward 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

City Attorney of the City of Hayward 
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